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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. In response to the amendment, the objections to the claims have been 
withdrawn. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 1/23/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 



On pages 9-1 1 of the response, the applicant argues in essence: 

Cooper et al. and the other references cited do not teach optimizing the use 
of a printing device. 

a. The examiner respectfully disagrees. According to the definition within the 
art, optimizing is to get the most out of. Cooper et al. disclose a printing device 
unable to perform certain print options. Software simulation is provided to 
perform the print options. Therefore, the software simulation is able to get the 
most out of the printing device. Further, the reference Igval clearly states 
optimizing the ink consumption of a printing device (col. 2-3, lines 66-67, 1-5). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined In section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 21 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Cooper et al. Patent 6,816.270. 

Referring to claim 21, Cooper et al. disclose a system for optimizing the use of 
printing devices on a network computer system, comprising: a computer connected to 
said network computer system (client 108, 110, and 112 of Fig. 1, col. 3, lines 6-12); 
and a computer program (intelligent printer driver 402 of Fig. 4, col. 5, lines 52-55) for 
optimizing the use of at least one printing device accessible to said computer (step 616 
of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 43-47). 

Referring to claim 22, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said computer program for 
optimizing the use of at least one printing device is integrated with a device 
management program (operating system, col, 4, lines 57-63). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary sl<ill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1-7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cooper et al. Patent 6,816.270 and Igval Patent 6.045,206. 

Referring to claim 1 , Cooper et al. disclose a method for improving the use of 
printing devices in a network computer system, comprising: detemnining the options 
available for each of said at least one printing devices (step 610 of Fig. 6. col. 7, lines 
29-34); detennining any installed options currently existing on said at least one printing 
device (step 612 of Fig. 6, col. 7. lines 34-42); and determining a way to optimize said at 
least one printing device from said available options and said installed options (step 616 
of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 43-47). Cooper et al. do not disclose expressly determining usage 
characteristics of a printing device. Igval discloses determining the usage 
characteristics of at least one printing device and determining a way to optimize said at 
least one printing device from said usage characteristics (col. 2-3, lines 66-67, 1-5). 
Cooper et al. and Igval are combinable because they are from the same field of printing 
systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to optimize a printer based on the usage characteristics. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to reduce the amount of ink that is wasted. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Igval with Cooper et al. to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 1 . 

Referring to claim 2, Cooper et al. disclose suggesting at least one change to 
said at least one printing device for optimizing the use of said at least one printing 
device with said network computer system (step 616 of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 43-47). 
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Referring to claim 3, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said suggesting at least one 
change to said at least one printing device for optimizing the use of said at least one 
printing device with said network computer system comprises suggesting an option 
selected from the group consisting of using a toner miser function, turning on a job 
retention memory, and suggesting other printing device configurations (step 616 of Fig. 
6, col. 7, lines 43-47). 

Referring to claim 4, Igval discloses wherein said detemnining the usage 
characteristics of at least one printing device comprises determining the usage 
characteristics of all printing devices operating on said network computer system (col. 2- 
3, lines 66-67, 1-5). 

Referring to claim 5, Igval discloses wherein said determining the usage 
characteristics of at least one printing device comprises monitoring said at least one 
printing device to determine said usage characteristics (col. 2-3, lines 66-67, 1-5). 

Referring to claim 6, Igval discloses wherein said detemiining the usage 
characteristics of at least one printing device comprises retrieving said usage 
characteristics from a database (Fig. 3, col. 5, lines 1-14). 

Referring to claim 7, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said determining the usage 
characteristics of at least one printing device comprises determining at least one usage 
characteristic selected from the group consisting of paper use rate, toner use rate, 
power use rate, time of print job request, consumable use per job rate, and print job 
request rate (col. 5, lines 1-14). 
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Referring to claim 14, Cooper et al. disclose suggesting at least one service to 
incorporate with said at least one printing device for providing enhanced usage of said 
at least one printing device (step 612 of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 34-42). 

7. Claims 8 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cooper et al. Patent 6,816,270 and Igval Patent 6,045,206 as applied to claim 1 , and in 
further view of Parulski Patent 6,915,273. 

Referring to claim 8, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said detemiining the options 
available for each of said at least one printing devices comprises retrieving available 
options from a file (IPD print properties 409 of Fig. 4, col. 6, lines 18-22). Cooper et al. 
do not disclose expressly a database. Parulski discloses a database of print options 
(col. 1 , lines 49-52). Cooper et al. and Parulski are combinable because they are from 
the same field of printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide print options in a database. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to decrease the time needed for comparing 
two lists within files. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Parulski with 
Cooper et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 8. 

Referring to claim 1 1 , Cooper et al. disclose wherein said determining any 
installed options currently existing on said at least one printing devices comprises 
retrieving available installed options from a file (printer properties 406 of Fig. 4, col. 7, 
lines 34-42). Cooper et al. do not disclose expressly a database. Parulski discloses a 
database of print options (col. 1, lines 49-52). Cooper et al. and Parulski are combinable 
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because they are from the same field of printing systems. At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide installed print 
options in a database. The motivation for doing so would have been to decrease the 
time needed for comparing two lists within files. Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to combine Parulski with Cooper et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 1 . 

8. Claims 9 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cooper et al. Patent 6,816,270 and Igval Patent 6,045,206 as applied to claim 1, and in 
further view of Allen et al. Patent 4,556,959. 

Referring to claim 9, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said determining the options 
available for each of said at least one printing devices comprises querying (col. 7, lines 
63-65). Cooper et al. do not disclose expressly querying the printer. Allen et al. 
disclose querying a printing device to retrieve said available options (col. 3, lines 23-28). 
Cooper et al. and Allen et al. are combinable because they are from the same field of 
printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to query a printer to determine the print options available. The 
motivation for doing so would have been to determine the printing options at the printer 
instead of from a driver within the computer, which could be merely a generic print 
driver. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Allen et al. with Cooper et al. 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

Referring to claim 12, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said determining any 
installed options currently existing on said at least one printing device comprises 
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querying (col. 7, lines 63-65). Cooper et al. do not disclose expressly querying the 
printer. Allen et al. disclose querying a printing device to retrieve installed options (col. 
3, lines 23-28). Cooper et al. and Allen et al. are combinable because they are from the 
same field of printing systems. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to query a printer to determine the installed print 
options. The motivation for doing so would have been to determine the printing options 
at the printer instead of from a driver within the computer, which could be merely a 
generic print driver. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Allen et al. with 
Cooper et al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 12. 

9. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cooper 
et al. Patent 6,816,270 and Igval Patent 6,045,206 as applied to claim 1, and in further 
view of Wood et al. Patent 6,453,127. 

Referring to claim 10, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said determining the options 
available for each of said at least one printing devices comprises querying (col. 7, lines 
63-65). Cooper et al. do not disclose expressly querying a website. Wood et al. 
disclose querying a website for print options (col. 6, lines 18-34). Cooper et al. and 
Wood et al. are combinable because they are from the same field of printing systems. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to query a website to determine the print options available. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to allow users to remotely control printing over the internet. Therefore, 
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it would have been obvious to combine Wood et al. with Cooper et al. to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 9. 

10. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cooper 
et al. Patent 6,816,270 and Igval Patent 6,045,206 as applied to claim 1, and in further 
view of Hopkins Patent 5,390,004. 

Referring to claim 13, Igval discloses detemnining a way to optimize said at least 
one printing device from said usage characteristics (col. 2-3, lines 66-67, 1-5). Cooper 
et al. disclose determining a way to optimize said at least one printing device from said 
available options and said installed options (step 616 of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 43-47). 
Cooper et al. do not disclose expressly utilizing fuzzy logic. Hopkins discloses using 
fuzzy logic to detemriine a way to optimize a printing device (col. 1 , lines 1 1-17). Cooper 
et al. and Hopkins are comblnable because they are from the same field of printing 
systems. At the time of the Invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to utilize fuzzy logic to optimize a printer. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to utilize a system of reasoning that can cope with uncertain or partial 
information. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Hopkins with Cooper et 
al. to obtain the invention as specified in claim 13. 

1 1 . Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cooper 
et al. Patent 6,816,270 and Igval Patent 6,045,206 as applied to claim 14, and in further 
view of Hanzawa Patent 5,506,661 . 
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Referring to claim 15, Cooper et al. disclose suggesting at least one service to 
incorporate with said at least one printing device but do not disclose expressly 
suggesting at least one service selected from the group consisting of a maintenance 
service, a charge per page service, and a printing device monitoring service. Hanzawa 
discloses a charge per page service (col. 2, lines 1-18). Cooper et al. and Hanzawa are 
combinable because they are from the same field of printing systems. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to offer a charge 
per page service. The motivation for doing so would have been to provide the service 
of printing pages to a customer in exchange for a fee. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Hanzawa with Cooper et al. to obtain the invention as specified in 
claim 15. 

12. Claims 16 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cooper et al. Patent 6,816,270, Igval Patent 6,045,206 and Dewitt et al. Patent 
5,572,672. 

Referring to claim 16, Cooper et al. disclose a method for suggesting printing 
device options in a network computer system, comprising: operating a device 
management program on a computer connected to a network communication (intelligent 
printer driver 402 of Fig. 4, col. 5, lines 52-55); operating a computer program on said 
computer (driver, col. 7, lines 14-17); using said computer program to determine the 
options available for said at least one printing device (step 610 of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 29- 
34); using said computer program to determine any installed options on said at least 
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one printing device (step 616 of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 43*47); and using said computer 
program to determine an optimal set of options for said printing device (step 616 of Fig. 
6, col. 7, lines 43-47). Cooper et al. do not disclose expressly detennining usage 
characteristics of a printing device. Igval discloses determining the usage 
characteristics of at least one printing device (col. 2-3, lines 66-67, 1-5). Cooper et al. 
and Igval are combinable because they are from the same field of printing systems. At 
the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
optimize a printer based on the usage characteristics. The motivation for doing so 
would have been to reduce the amount of ink that is wasted. Igval does not disclose 
expressly determining the usage characteristics with a device management program. 
Dewitt et al. disclose determining the usage characteristics of a peripheral device with a 
device management program (col. 51, lines 18-24). Cooper et al., Igval, and Dewitt et 
al, are combinable because they are from the same field of printing systems. At the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
utilize a program to determine usage characteristics of a printer. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to provide instructions executed by program code. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to combine Igval and Dewitt et al. with Cooper et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 16. 

Referring to claim 18, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said computer program is 
configured to communicate with said device management program (col. 7, lines 63-65). 

Referring to claim 19, Cooper et al. disclose wherein said computer program is a 
component of said device management program (operating system, col. 4, lines 57-63). 
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The operating system disclosed by Cooper et al. can be considered a device 
management program as in claim 16 and claim 13 above. 

Referring to claim 20, Cooper et al. disclose wherein using said computer 
program to determine an optimal set of options for said printing device comprises using 
said computer program to compare said installed options with said available options 
(step 612 of Fig. 6, col. 7, lines 34-42). 

13. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cooper 
et al. Patent 6,816,270, Igval Patent 6.045,206, and Dewitt et al. Patent 5,572,672 as 
applied to claim 16, and in further view of Wood et al. Patent 6,453,127. 

Referring to claim 17, Cooper et al. disclose using said computer program to 
determine the options available for said at least one printing device (col. 7, lines 63-65). 
Cooper et al. do not disclose expressly querying a website. Wood et al. disclose 
querying a website for print options (col. 6, lines 18-34). Cooper et al. and Wood et al. 
are combinable because they are from the same field of printing systems. At the time of 
the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to query a 
website to determine the print options available. The motivation for doing so would 
have been to allow users to remotely control printing over the internet. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to combine Wood et al. with Cooper et al. to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 17. 



Conclusion 
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14. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter K. Huntsinger whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7435, The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kimberly Williams can be reached on (571)272-7471 . The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 



* 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Infomnation Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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